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Abstract 
This study aimed at investigating Cantonese-speaking children‘s use of evaluative devices in 
telling fictional narratives and personal narratives. The evaluative devices included frames of 
mind, hedges, negative qualifiers, character speech and causal connectors. A total of 60 
subjects (20 in each group) were recruited: 5-, 7-year-old children and adults. Fictional 
narratives were elicited using a wordless pictured storybook while personal narratives were 
elicited by using conversational prompt techniques. Results revealed that: (i) there was a 
significant increase in the overall use of evaluative devices in fictional narratives only, (ii) 
there was also significant increase in the use of frames of mind, hedges, negative qualifiers, 
and casual connectors, (iii) adults used significantly greater diversity of frames of mind than 
children. These findings are discussed with reference to children‘s development in language 
and cognition. The findings also implied the superiority of fictional narratives in revealing 
age changes. 
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Children's Use of Evaluative Devices in Telling Fictional and Personal Narratives 
     Narratives are important in several ways. First, it serves interpersonal function. 
(Peterson & McCabe, 1991). It is very natural for people to tell narratives in daily life. Thus, 
it is a way for people to interact with others. Secondly, narratives are also very important in 
the educational aspect (McCabe & Bliss, 2003). McCabe and Bliss have cited a number of 
previous studies showing that narrative skills are prerequisite for developing reading and 
writing skills. As children enter primary school, they will have more opportunities to cope 
with literate language and narrative formats are always used to convey information in 
primary school (Paul, 2001). While oral language is highly contextualized, literate language 
is the opposite (Paul, 2001). Westby (1991) argued that narrative is in the middle of the 
continuum of contextualization and therefore it can serve as a bridge to link oral language to 
literate language. Thus, students‘ success in school may depend on their narrative skills. As 
narrative competence is associated with later literacy skill, it may serve as an indicator for 
any risk of later literacy problem (Botting, 2002). Therefore, it is important to include 
narrative competency in a thorough language assessment, especially those for children at 
school age. In order to assess children‘s narrative competency, it is important to first 
recognize the narrative development in normally developing children. There are different 
ways of analyzing narratives, including: the structure of the story (story grammar) and the 
cohesiveness of the story (Paul, 2001). According to Applebee‘s system, the most advanced 
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stage of narrative production is the true narratives that are produced by children at five to 
seven years of age. However, the use of story grammar may not be able to further reveal the 
substantial changes in narrative development beyond the level of true narratives. According 
to Paul, high point analysis can be used to examine the higher level of narrative competency. 
In high point analysis, there are several high point elements including abstract, orientation, 
complicating action, evaluation, resolution and coda (Labov & Waletzky, 1967). Among these 
elements, evaluation is particularly important because it is needed for the narratives to be 
perceived as good ones. 
Evaluation in Narratives 
     According to Labov and Waletzky (1967), narrative serves two functions: referential 
and evaluative. The referential part of the narratives refers to the context telling the listener 
things that happened. In addition to stating that the event takes place, the narrator also reveals 
his or her attitude towards the events (Labov & Waletzky, 1967). The evaluative function is 
important because it highlights the reason why the narrative is told. With evaluation, the 
narrative will be more interesting to listeners as it does not only contain series of events but 
also how the narrator perceives the events happened. It was found that use of evaluative 
devices related to children‘s general narrative development (Berman, 1997). 
     Evaluative functions can be conveyed both paralinguistically and linguistically (Reilly, 
2001). Children at the age of three can already use paralinguistic devices, such as facial 
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expression, gesture and affective prosody, to express affective messages. By the age of six, 
children begin to use linguistic evaluative devices to signal the evaluative functions 
(Bamberg & Reilly, 1996). Labov and colleagues (1968, as cited in Bamberg & Damrad-Frye, 
1991) first categorized linguistic devices into intensifiers, comparatives, extensives and 
explanations. Peterson and McCabe (1983) further expanded these into 21 categories. 
Following these researchers, Bamberg and Damrad-Frye (1991) extracted five evaluative 
devices for analysis: frames of mind (lexicons that refer to mental states or activities), 
character‘s speech, hedges (which are used to denote narrator‘s uncertainty), negatives 
qualifiers (including direct negation), and causal connectors. These were the most common 
types of evaluative devices used by children in the study from Peterson and McCabe (1983). 
Detailed definitions and examples of these evaluative devices can be found in Appendix A. 
Use of Evaluative Devices in Cantonese and English 
     Labov‘s (1972) concept of evaluation in narrative has drawn other researchers‘ interest 
and since then, researchers studying different languages have joined the investigation. The 
body of research about evaluative devices has grown. It is found that children expand their 
use of evaluative devices as age increases (Peterson & McCabe, 1983). The paper by 
Bamberg and Damrad-Frye (1991) was one of the classic studies of evaluative devices in 
English. Overall, they found that the use of evaluative devices advanced with age. The 
number of study in Cantonese was much fewer than that of English. One of the studies, which 
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employed similar methodology to that of Bamberg and Damrad-Frye, was done by Leung 
(2001). When comparing these two studies, it was found that the use of frames of mind 
increases with age in both languages. Bamberg and Damrad-Frye also found that adults 
significantly used more hedges. In addition to the use of frames of mind, Leung found 
significant increase in using causal connectors and negative qualifiers. Thus, there may be 
cultural differences in the use of evaluative devices. 
Different Genres of Narrative 
     The studies mentioned above only examined children’s narrative competence in telling 
fictional narratives. In fictional narrative, the narrator shares third person experiences and is 
required to refer to character‘s mental state. Another common type of narrative is personal 
narrative. In this genre, narrator usually recounts his or her personal experiences. As Peterson 
and McCabe (1983) suggested, the narrator not only needs to tell what happens in the 
personal narrative (referential), but also needs to give the reason why the narrative is told 
(evaluation). Hence, according to them, personal narrative should be more evaluative than the 
other types of narrative. Therefore, it is hypothesized that narrative genre may be one of the 
factors that affect one‘s narrative performance.  
     Shiro (2003) has investigated the differences in children‘s narrative performance in 
telling both fictional and personal narratives. Shiro found that children used more evaluative 
devices in fictional than personal narratives. It was further noticed in the same study that the 
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use of evaluative devices in fictional narratives increased with age. Two separate studies on 
Cantonese-speaking children‘s use of evaluative devices in fictional narratives and personal 
narratives were done by Leung (2001) and Cheng (2004) respectively. Leung, who 
investigated the production of fictional narratives, suggested that there was a significant 
increase in the use of negative qualifiers. However, no significant difference could be found 
in personal narratives (Cheng, 2004). As the two studies involved different age groups of 
subjects and the group sizes were small, it was thus difficult to draw any conclusion based on 
these two individual studies.  
     To summarize, the purpose of this study is to find out: 
1.   Is there any difference in narrator‘s use of evaluative devices when telling different 
genres of narratives? According to Shiro (2003), age change was found only in fictional 
narratives. Thus, it is hypothesized that there may be difference in the narrator‘s performance 
in the use of evaluative devices for the two genres of narratives.  
2.   What is the performance in Cantonese-speaking children in their use of evaluative 
devices when telling fictional narratives? Leung (2001) found that there was a significant 
increase in the use of frames of mind, negative qualifiers and casual connectors. These results 
were also in line with that of Bamberg and Damrad-Frye (1991). Since this study partially 
replicated Leung‘s study, it was hypothesized that similar results would be found. However, 
controversy was found with the use of hedges. In the study from Bamberg and Damrad-Frye, 
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hedge was also found to significantly increase with age. This was in contradiction with 
Leung‘s in which no significant difference was found. Since this study also investigates 
Cantonese-speaking children, it is hypothesized that the results would be similar to Leung‘s.   
3.   What is the performance in Cantonese-speaking children in their use of evaluative 
devices when telling personal narratives? Since there may be difference between genres of 
narratives, it is hypothesized that the use of evaluative devices in telling personal narratives 
may be different from those in telling fictional narratives as it was between findings from 
Leung (2001) and Cheng (2004).    
4.   Among all the evaluative devices examined, which of them best indicates children‘s 
development in the use of evaluative devices in telling narratives? Though Bamberg and 
Damrad-Frye (1991) extracted the five most commonly used evaluative devices to reveal 
children‘s ability in using evaluative devices, not all of these five measurements were found 
to change with age. It may imply that the inclusion of all the five evaluative devices may not 
be necessary though there were quite a number of studies following the same coding scheme 
as Bamberg and Damrad-Frye. Thus, this study aims to find out the best indicator(s) for 
analyzing children‘s evaluative ability.  
  
Method 
Participants 
     A total of 40 (20 in each group) Cantonese-speaking children studying in kindergarten 
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and primary grade-two participated in this study. They were recruited from one kindergarten, 
one primary school and two tutorial settings. All preschool children were screened by the 
Reynell Developmental Language Scale – Cantonese version (Reynell & Huntley, 1987) and 
primary school children were screened by the Cantonese Expressive Language Scale (CELS, 
Education and Manpower Bureau, 2006). A group of 20 adults were included as control. 
Information on participants was reported in Table 1. 
 
Table 1 
Information on Participants 
Group
a 
no. of male no. of female mean age age range 
Preschool children 13 7 5;07 4;09 – 6;01 
Primary school children 12 8 7;11 6;11 – 8;10 
Adults 7 13 36;01 18;02 – 57;05 
a
n = 20 for each group. 
 
Materials 
     Children‘s use of evaluative devices in their narratives may depend upon the stimuli 
used to elicit the narratives. In Shiro (2003) study, structured prompt yielded slightly more 
narratives. The idea of structured prompt is to provide some background or boundary to the 
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child so that he or she does not need to generate the narrative from open-ended questions. In 
order to optimize children’s narrative production, the idea of ‘structured’ tasks was used in 
eliciting narratives. 
     Fictional narrative was elicited with the use of a 24-picture wordless picture storybook, 
Frog, where are you? (Mayer, 1969). This storybook was chosen because it has been widely 
used by numerous studies in the literature and hence comparison can be made 
cross-linguistically. The story is about a boy, a dog and a frog. The main theme of the story is 
about a boy with his dog on their way in searching for his escaped pet frog. The characters 
experienced obstacles on the way of searching but succeed in finding the frog eventually.  
     Personal narrative was elicited by researcher‘s prompt. All the prompts were 
pre-written as a script (see example in Appendix B) so that all the subjects received the same 
prompt from the researcher. It was found that collecting more than one sample of narratives 
could better capture children‘s actual competencies (McCabe, 1997). Therefore, five topics 
were selected based on children‘s familiarity. They included their experience about losing 
things, their beloved presents received, being hurt, getting sick, and spilling experience.  
     All the narratives were audio recorded using a JNC USB250 digital recorder.  
Procedures 
     Each subject was invited to sit perpendicularly to the researcher in a quiet room and 
case history was first collected. Then, standardized language test was carried out. 
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     After that, fictional narrative was elicited. The subjects were presented with the picture 
book and were told, ―Here is a story book about a boy, a dog and a frog. I‘d like you to read 
through it once and tell me the story‖ (呢度有一本故事書，係關於一個男仔，一隻狗仔同
埋一隻青蛙嘅。我想你由頭到尾睇一次，然之後講個故事俾我聽。). Then, the subject was 
given time to read through the book once. After the subject indicated that he or she was ready, 
he or she was asked to tell the story. Neutral prompts like ‗what is about on this page?‘ (呢幅
講咩呀?) and ‗any more?‘ (仲有無呀?) were given when the subject showed no response.  
     Personal narrative was then elicited using the conversational prompt technique 
(Peterson & McCabe, 1983). The researcher first provided prompt about her personal 
experience on specific topics. There were altogether five topics that most children would be 
familiar with. Then the subject was asked to tell his or her own experience that was similar to 
the prompt. Nonspecific social support (McCabe, 1997) were given such as repeating 
subject‘s wording, saying ―‗umm‖‘ (唔…), ―tell me more‖ (再講多啲俾我聽), etc. These 
nonspecific responses can show researcher‘s interest on the participants‘ telling of narratives 
but no explicit cues were given to them. 
Coding Scheme 
     The coding scheme was adapted from Bamberg and Damrad-Frye (1991). The types of 
evaluative devices included (i) frames of mind, (ii) hedges, (iii) negative qualifiers, (iv) 
character speech, and (v) causal connectors. Definition and some examples are given in 
Children's Use of     12 
 
Appendix A. 
     It was important to note that every occurrence of evaluative devices was scored, i.e. the 
sentence ―the boy does not know… ‖ will be counted as consisting two evaluative devices 
(negative and frames of mind). This is because the frequency of evaluative devices can reveal 
exactly the quantity of evaluative devices being used. Therefore, every single appearance of 
evaluative devices used was scored.  
Reliability 
     Ten percent of all the narratives collected was re-transcribed and re-coded by the 
researcher for intra-rater reliability. Point-by-point agreements were 99.0% and 98.1% 
respectively. For inter-rater reliability measure, the narratives were transcribed and coded by 
another scorer who is a fourth year student of Speech and Hearing Sciences. Point-by-point 
agreements were 98.8% and 98.1% respectively. Disagreement was resolved after discussion. 
 
Results 
Narrative Length 
     The narrative length was counted as the number of clauses, which was indicated by the 
presence of a predicate. Table 2 summarized the descriptive statistics on the number of 
clauses produced in different age groups in telling fictional and personal narratives. 
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Table 2 
Summary of Descriptive Statistics of the Number of Clauses Produced by Different Age 
Groups in Telling Both Genres of Narratives 
Group Mean no. of clause Range SD 
Preschool children 
  Fictional narratives 
  Personal narratives 
 
33.100 
 8.450 
 
24.000 
 3.000     
 
– 
– 
 
 42.000 
 24.000 
 
5.330 
5.083 
Primary school children 
  Fictional narratives 
  Personal narratives 
 
42.400 
10.250 
 
31.000 
 4.000     
 
– 
– 
 
 67.000 
 23.000 
 
10.942 
 4.767 
Adults 
  Fictional narratives 
  Personal narratives 
 
60.300 
13.300 
 
38.000       
 5.000   
 
–
– 
 
165.000 
 33.000 
 
26.146 
 6.642 
 
Overall Use of Evaluative Devices 
     The proportion of means of overall use of evaluative devices was analyzed and the 
results were reported in Table 3. In both genres of narratives, the proportion of means of 
overall use of evaluative devices increases with age.  
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Table 3 
Means of Proportion of Participants’ Use of Overall Evaluative Devices in Telling Narratives 
Group Fictional narratives Personal narratives 
Preschool children 
Primary school children 
Adults 
.235 
.311 
.378 
.415 
.528 
.537 
      
     Kruskal-Wallis test was carried out to examine the overall use of evaluative devices 
across age in telling each genre of narratives. It was found that in fictional narratives, there 
was significant difference across the three age groups (H = 10.979, df = 2, p < .05). No 
significant difference was found across age groups in telling personal narratives (H = 3.463, 
df = 2, p > .05). Mann-Whitey U test was carried out and results were shown in Table 4.  
 
Table 4 
Results of Mann-Whitney U Test on the Overall Use of Evaluative Devices in Fictional 
Narratives 
Compared group Results 
Preschool children vs primary school children U = 120.000* 
Preschool children vs. adults U = 86.000* 
Primary school children vs. adults U = 144.500 
*p < .05. 
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     The results from Table 4 showed that preschool children used significantly less 
evaluative devices in overall than primary school children and adults. Wilcoxon matched 
pairs test was carried out to find out the difference between genres of narratives on the overall 
use of evaluative devices for each age group. It was found that all age group showed 
significant difference between genres (p < .05 for each age group).  
Each Type of Evaluative Devices 
     To investigate narrators‘ use of each type of evaluative devices, the proportions of the 
use for each type of evaluative devices were subjected to statistical analysis. Results were 
shown in Table 5 on page 16.   
     Kruskal-Wallis tests were used to examine the use of each types of evaluative devices 
used in the two genres and the results were summarized in Table 6 on page 17. It was shown 
that in fictional narratives, there were significant differences in (i) frames of mind, (ii) hedges, 
(iii) negative qualifiers, and (iv) causal connectors. In personal narratives, significant 
differences were found in (i) hedges and (ii) causal connectors. Mann-Whitney U tests were 
further carried out to examine the site of significant differences found in the Kruskal-Wallis 
tests. Results were summarized in Table 7 on page 17 for fictional narratives and Table 8 on 
page 18 for personal narratives. 
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Table 5 
Means of Proportion for Each Type of Evaluative Devices Used in Different Age Groups in 
Telling Both Genres of Narratives 
Group 
Evaluative devices 
Frames of 
mind 
Hedges 
Negative 
qualifiers 
Character 
speech 
Causal 
connector 
Preschool children 
Fictional narratives 
Personal narratives  
 
.058 
.087 
 
.000 
.000 
 
.079 
.250 
 
.084 
.047 
 
.015 
.031 
Primary school children 
Fictional narratives 
Personal narratives  
 
.088 
.117 
 
.013 
.012 
 
.104 
.245 
 
.066 
.089 
 
.040 
.064 
Adults 
Fictional narratives 
Personal narratives 
 
.089 
.165 
 
.025 
.056 
 
.111 
.198 
 
.095 
.026 
 
.059 
.092 
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Table 6 
Results of Kruskal-Wallis Test on the Use of Each Type of Evaluative Devices 
Evaluative devices In fictional narratives In personal narratives 
Frames of mind H =  6.600*,   df = 2 H =   5.0585,  df = 2 
Hedges H = 20.678*,   df = 2 H =  14.626*,  df = 2 
Negative qualifiers H =  9.402*,   df = 2 H =   1.415, df = 2 
Character speech H =  1.043,  df = 2 H =   4.460, df = 2 
Causal connector H = 12.036*,   df = 2 H =   7.034*,  df = 2 
* p < .05. 
 
Table 7 
Results of Mann-Whitney U Test on Four of the Evaluative Devices in Fictional Narratives 
Compared 
groups 
Evaluative devices 
Frames of mind Hedges Negative qualifiers Causal connectors 
PRE
 
vs. PRI U = 133.000 U = 150.000 * U = 106.000 * U = 132.000 * 
PRE vs. adults U = 108.500 * U = 60.000 * U = 99.500 * U = 71.000 * 
PRI vs. adults U = 176.500 U =119.000 * U = 186.000 U = 158.000 
Note. PRE = preschool children. PRI = primary school children. 
* p < .05. 
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Table 8 
Results of Mann-Whitney U Test on Two Evaluative Devices in Personal Narratives 
 Hedges Causal connectors 
Preschool vs. primary school children U = 180.000 U = 153.500 
Preschool children vs. adults U = 110.000 * U = 105.000 * 
Primary school children vs adults U = 129.000 * U = 161.000 
* p < .05. 
      
     In addition to the age effect, the effect of genres of narratives was also examined for 
each age group by using the Wilcoxon matched pairs test. Results were shown in Table 9.  
 
Table 9  
Results of Wilcoxon Matched Pairs Test on the Difference Between Genres of Narratives in 
the Use of Each Type of Evaluative Devices 
Group 
Evaluative devices 
Frames of 
mind 
Hedges 
Negative 
qualifiers 
Character 
speech 
Causal 
connector 
Preschool children -- -- p < .01 -- -- 
Primary school children -- --  p < .01 -- -- 
Adults p < .05 -- -- p < .01 -- 
Note. -- = Insignificant result (p > .05). 
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Total Number of Different Types of Frames of Mind 
     In addition to the frequency of use of frames of mind, the total number of different 
types (diversity) of frames of mind was also subjected to statistical analysis. Kruskal-Wallis 
test was carried out and the result showed that significant differences was found in the total 
number of different types of frames of mind in fictional narratives (H = 14.227, df = 2,     
p < .05) and personal narratives (H = 9.032, df = 2, p < .05). For fictional narratives, 
Mann-Whitney U test showed that preschool children used significantly less number of 
different types of frames of mind than primary school children (p < .05) and adults (p < .05). 
For personal narratives, it was revealed by Mann-Whitney U test that adults used 
significantly greater number of different types of frames of mind than preschool children   
(p < .05). 
     Wilcoxon matched pairs test was carried out to find out the difference between genres 
of narratives on the diversity of frames of mind used for each age group. It was found that all 
age groups showed significant differences between genres (p < .05 for each age group). 
  
Discussion 
Fictional Narratives 
     In this study, preschool children used significantly less overall evaluative devices than 
both primary school children and adult. The frequency of use of overall evaluative devices by 
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primary school children was similar to those of adults.  
     In the use of frames of mind, preschool children used significantly less than adults. 
This result confirmed Leung (2001) finding. However, the difference between children and 
adults in the use of frames of mind became insignificant as age increased. This may suggest 
that children‘s ability in employing frames of mind as evaluative devices was undergoing 
development and primary school children‘s ability approached that of adults. According to 
Flavell, Miller, and Miller (2002), children at about age four begin to develop theory of mind. 
With the development in theory of mind, children at age four to five understand that different 
people may have different mental representation (Flavell et al., 2002). They are ready to 
attribute feelings or mental states to other people. Echoing the claims by Flavell et al., results 
from the present study indicated that children as young as age five are able to make use of the 
evaluative devices ‗frames of mind‘ to describe characters‘ mental states or mental activities. 
Similar evidence can also be found in other studies (Bamberg & Damrad-Frye, 1991; Leung, 
2001). As children enter primary school, schooling may affect children‘s linguistic 
competence. According to Paul (2001), children will learn many new vocabularies from 
reading after they enter primary school. The expansion in the size of sophisticated 
vocabularies that may include lexicons referring to mental states and activities may allow 
children to increase the use of frames of mind. As a result, children may be shaped to be more 
adult-like in their performance in the use of frames of mind as they grow and learn. Therefore, 
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it was also hypothesized that the diversity of frames of mind used would also increase with 
age in addition to the increase in the quantity of use of frames of mind. As predicted, adults 
used significantly more different types of lexical terms for frames of mind than children 
(Appendix C). It was noted that all the mental terms appeared in children‘s narratives were 
also found in adult‘s narratives. 
     For hedges, one of the evaluative devices, it was found that its use increased 
significantly as age increases. This result has confirmed the findings from Bamberg and 
Damrad-Frye (1991). The increase in the use of hedges may be due to the cognitive 
development in the way people think. According to Piaget‘s stage of cognitive development, 
children between seven to eleven years old enter a concrete operational period. Children at 
this stage can think logically and solve problems. However, when they think, they tend to 
relate events base on whatever property that he or she can detect directly (Flavell et al., 2002). 
In contrast, adults tend to think differently. According to Flavell et al., adults will first think 
of some possibilities towards an event and gradually come to find out the reality. For example, 
picture 19 of the storybook, Frog, where are you? (Mayer, 1969) shows the boy hears 
something (see Appendix D). In story telling, most of the children will simply tell the 
‗reality‘, e.g. ‗the boy hears some sounds‘; however, adults tend to suggest what the possible 
sound maybe, e.g. ‗the boy hear some sounds which seems to be made by the frog‘. The 
change in the way of thinking as age increases may lead to the increase in the use of hedges.  
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     In addition to the cognitive development in the way of thinking, increase in one‘s 
general knowledge and personal experience may also contribute to the increased use of 
hedges. According to Lakoff (1987), people will have their own theory or belief in 
understanding things in the world, which are referred as ‗folk model‘. However, people may 
have more than one theory in interpreting the same phenomenon (Lakoff, 1987). Using 
Lakoff‘s example, ―some people may interpret electricity as a continuous fluid like flows like 
water while there are also some people interpret is as a bunch of electrons that move like 
people in a crowd‖ (p.122). As children grow, they may have learnt that the same event may 
be explained by more than one reason and the same problem can probably be solved by more 
than one solution. The increase in ‗folk models‘ may also be the basis for one to think of all 
possibilities when given a problem (referring back to the first explanation in the way of 
thinking). Thus, each ‗folk model‘ may be interpreted as one possible explanation of an event. 
When people have more than one folk model for reference, they may have to choose among 
all the possible models in their understanding of the world. The increase in the number of 
folk models present in adult‘s mind may raise their uncertainty to which folk model best 
explains what they have seen. As a result, it may lead to increase in the use of hedges. 
     It was found in this study that the use of negative qualifiers increased with age. 
According to Labov (1972), when our expectation of the happening of events that does not 
match with the observation, negative qualifiers will be used. This may be because as age 
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increases, one‘s experiences accumulate so that he or she may have own expectation towards 
an antecedent event. Thus, there is a higher chance of encountering unexpected observation. 
The result in this study showed that preschool children used significantly less negative 
qualifiers than primary school children and adults did. The difference between preschool 
children and primary school children may be due to the immature growth of cognitive 
development. According to Piaget‘s pre-operational period, children‘s thinking at this period 
tends to be dominated by perception (Cohen, 2002). For example, in picture 10 of the 
storybook, Frog, where are you? (Mayer, 1969), there was a groundhog instead of the frog 
coming out of a burrow (see Appendix E). For all the preschool children in this study, they 
just stated that the presence of the groundhog; however, some primary school children and 
adults indicated there was no frog but a groundhog. Thus, cognitive development may 
explain the differences in the use of negative qualifiers between preschool children and the 
other two groups of participants.  
     It was found that the use of causal connectors increases with age. This was also found 
in Leung (2001). According to Fletcher, Leung, Stokes, and Weizman (2000), the use of 
Cantonese causal connector jan1 wai6 (因為) 'because‘ and so2 ji5 (所以) ‗so‘ appears in 
three-year-old children in spontaneous data. It is hypothesized that as children enter primary 
school, they may learn more different forms for stating the causal relationship, e.g. jau4 jyu1 
(由於) ‗because of‘, jyu1 si6 (於是) ‗hence‘, etc. It is confirmed in this study that as age 
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increases, the narrators used more different forms of connectives that denote the causal 
relationship. Also, according to Piaget‘s concrete operational stage, children at the age of 
seven start to be able to think logically. When cognitive development becomes more mature, 
children will be more readily to understand and tell about causal relationship.  
Personal Narratives 
     This study also aimed to find out children‘s use of evaluative devices when telling 
personal narratives. In line with Peterson and McCabe (1983) and Cheng (2004), there was 
no significant difference in the overall use of evaluative devices.  
     Though there was no age change in the overall use of evaluative devices, significant 
differences were found in certain particular evaluative devices. It was found that adults used 
significant more hedges than children. Also, adult used significantly more causal connectors 
than preschool children. No significant difference was found in the use of other evaluative 
devices.  
Comparison Between Fictional Narratives and Personal Narratives 
     It was noted that some of the significant increase in the use of evaluative devices 
(frames of mind and negative qualifiers) due to age increase were only apparent in the telling 
of fictional narratives. It may imply that fictional narratives may be more sensitive than 
personal narratives to children‘s ability to use evaluative devices.  
     In the fictional narrative task, all the subjects were given the same storybook and the 
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use of evaluative devices or the organization of the narratives might be controlled by the 
pictured events. For example, suppose a child is able to use frames of mind as an evaluative 
device, when he or she looks at a picture showing a boy with a smiling face, he or she will be 
very likely telling others that the boy was happy.  
     However, in the personal narrative task, subject‘s performance was greatly affected by 
his or her own personal experience. In the present study, though there were five topics 
altogether for eliciting personal narratives from the participants, not all the subjects had or 
remember similar experience for all the five topics. Some of the participants had experience 
for all the five topics but there were also participants that only had experience similar to one 
or two of the five topics.  
     Thus, for the same child mentioned, the use of frames of mind such as the word happy 
will depend on whether he or she had such an experience of happiness in that particular 
context. They may not use the terms to express such feelings. Therefore, there was individual 
difference in the topic of best performance. Besides, participants in this study tended to 
produce personal narratives, which were shorter than the corresponding fictional narratives. 
Thus, the chance of using evaluative devices may be limited by the short personal narratives.  
     As a result, participants used significantly more evaluative devices in telling fictional 
narratives than personal narratives.  
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Clinical Implication 
     From this study, it was noted that personal narratives might be less sensitive as a tool to 
assess children‘s ability in achieving the evaluative function when telling narratives. Thus, in 
order to better identify children‘s ability in narration, fictional narratives will be a better 
choice of assessment tool. 
     Though there are many types of evaluative devices, not all of them are good indicators 
for children‘s ability in performing the evaluative function. Among all the measurements, 
hedge is the best indicator of age change on children‘s narrative ability followed by the 
overall use of evaluative devices, negative qualifiers, causal connectors and frames of mind. 
Therefore, clinician may have to include these measurements for a thorough language 
assessment. 
Limitation 
     The sample size of 20 participants in each age group may not be representative to the 
whole population in Hong Kong. Besides, children participants were recruited from various 
districts of Hong Kong. Thus, there may be variation in the children‘s academic achievement. 
Moreover, there were only three age groups in this study; therefore, the trajectory of 
children‘s development on evaluative devices may need to be further examined through 
longitudinal studies. In addition, the exposure to story telling activities of participants was not 
examined; it is possible that the amount of story telling activities outside school may also 
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affect children‘s performance in telling narratives. 
Suggestion for Further Investigation 
     In this study, the evaluative device ‗hedge‘ was found to be the most sensitive 
indicators to age changes. In order to further examine the developmental details of hedges, it 
is suggested that further longitudinal research be carried out with Cantonese-speaking 
children in fictional narratives. In addition to the production of hedges in telling stories, we 
may also investigate children‘s comprehension of the use of hedges in narratives in order to 
build up a more comprehensive picture of development.  
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Appendix A 
Coding scheme 
1. Frames of mind:  
According to Bamberg ad Damrad-Frye (1991), this category refers to references to 
the character‘s emotional states, emotion verbs and mental verbs. Emotion states includes 
lexical terms the narrators use to reflect the character‘s emotion, for example, happy (開
心), angry (嬲), etc. Emotion verbs are verbs, such as scare (嚇), that refer to an action, 
which is carried out to initiate others‘ emotion (Bamberg ad Damrad-Frye, 1991). 
According to Montgomery (2002, p.357), mental verbs refer to ―expression of desire, 
beliefs and intentions‖. Examples of mental verbs include want (想), know (知道), 
remember (記得), etc. 
2. Hedges:  
Hedges include lexical terms that reveal the narrator‘s uncertainty towards the 
event happened. For examples, seems (好似), probably (可能), etc. 
3. Negative qualifiers:  
Negative qualifiers indicate things that did not happen. The use of negatives is 
evaluative because it signals the listener that the narrated events do not match with the 
narrator‘s expectation. According to Ely, MacGibbon and McCabe (2000), there are a 
number of negated forms in English. However, in Cantonese, the number of negated 
forms is less and negations are usually marked by the words m4 (唔) ‗not‘, mou5 (無) 
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‗no‘, and mei6 (未) ‗not yet‘. All these negated forms are included in this category. 
4. Character speech:  
Both direct speech and indirect speech used by the narrator were included in this 
category. For example, 
Direct speech:  男仔話：「青蛙，你喺邊度呀？」 
(The boy says, ‗Frog, where are you?‘) 
Indirect speech:  個男仔就叫隻狗唔好出聲 
(The boy tells the dog not to make any noise) 
5. Causal connectives: 
Interclausal connectors that reveal the causal relationship between events, e.g. jan1 
wai6 (因為) 'because‘ and so2 ji5 (所以) ‗so‘ are included in this category. 
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Appendix B 
Example of personal scripts—topics (T) 
T1. 你有無試過唔見嘢呀? 
上星期，我搭火車，我留低咗個手提電話喺火車度，咁我落咗車就去客務服務
部話俾佢聽我搭邊班車啦，希望佢幫我揾番個電話，但係最後都係揾唔倒，你嗰次
唔見嘢點樣架? 
T1. Have you ever lost anything?  
Last week, I left my mobile on a train. After I had gotten off the train, I went to the 
customer service counter. I told the person there which train I was traveling on in hopes 
of getting back the mobile. However, I couldn‘t find it at last. How is your experience?  
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Appendix C 
Table C1 
Types of Different Lexicons Referring to Frames of Mind Used by Different Age Groups 
 Preschool children School age children Adults 
Emotion states 開心 (happy) 
驚 (afraid) 
嬲 (angry) 
鍾意 (like) 
緊張 (nervous) 
 
開心 (happy) 
驚 afraid) 
嬲 (angry) 
鍾意 (like) 
好奇 (curious) 
心急 (impatient) 
後悔 (regret) 
激氣 (rage) 
忟 (feeling uneasy) 
驚喜 (surprising) 
開心 (happy) 
驚 (afraid) 
嬲 (angry) 
鍾意 (like) 
緊張 (nervous) 
好奇 (curious) 
高興 (rejoicing)  
心愛 (beloved) 
懊惱 (chagrin) 
擔心 (worrying) 
徬徨 (be at a loss) 
嫌 (dislike) 
有興趣 (being interested) 
辛苦 (hardship) 
(table continues) 
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Table C1. (continued) 
 Preschool children School age children Adults 
Emotion verbs 嚇 (to scare) 嚇 (to scare) 
激嬲 (to make angry) 
嚇 (to scare) 
Mental verbs 想 (want) 
知 (know) 
以為 (suppose) 
諗住 (think of) 
記得 (remember) 
決定 (decide) 
諗 (think) 
 
 
想 (want) 
知 / 知道 (know) 
以為 (suppose) 
諗住 (think of) 
記得 (remember) 
想 (want) 
知道 (know) 
以為 (suppose) 
諗住 (think of) 
記得 (remember) 
決定 (decide) 
諗 (think) 
希望 (wish) 
認 (recognize) 
留意 (notice) 
識 (know) 
估 (guess) 
預計 (expect) 
恨 (long for) 
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Appendix D 
Picture 19 of Frog, where are you? (Mayer, 1969) 
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Appendix E 
Picture 10 of Frog, where are you? (Mayer, 1969) 
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